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tion of unrelated species (W. Quenstedt, 1930); (3)
accepted it as a "section," i.e. a division inferior to a
sub-genus (Fischer, 1886); (4) accepted it as a sub-
genus (e.g. Woods, 1899); (5) raised it to the rank of a
genus (Ball in Zittel, 1900); (6) accepted it as a genus,
subdividing it into two sub-genera, Acila sensu stricto
and Truncacila (Schenck, 1931)- I am tempted to add
a seventh case : (7) raised it to the rank of a family,
on the ground that there is no transition between it and
Nucula, so that the two must have been separately
created (Dewar, 1931). That is an unauthorized state-
ment, but it seems the logical conclusion for one who
admits evolution within but not outside the family and
makes the assertions quoted above.

What are the time-ranges of Nucula and Acila? Mr.
Dewar's statement that Nucula dates from the Silurian
is taken from the standard English text-book of
Palaeontology, but unfortunately text-books (I speak
feelingly, being the author of several) are never up-to-
date on all matters. In a much older text-book (Alleyne
Nicholson, 2nd edn., 1872), the existence of Palaeozoic
Nuculte was emphatically disputed : the supposed cases
being referred to the family Ctenodontidse. Actually
Nicholson went too far, for though Nucula, as now
restricted, is not known before the Cretaceous period,
yet an allied genus of the same family (which would
have been called Nucula in 1872) does occur in the Car-
boniferous. According to Prof. Schenck's recent revi-
sion,1 the family Nuculidse contains 7 genera (with 14
sub-genera), one (doubtful) Devonian, one ranging
from Carboniferous to Jurassic, one Jurassic, two
(Nucula and Acila) Cretaceous to Recent, the others

i Schenck,  H.  G.,  1934.    " Classification of  Nuculid   Pelecypods."
Bull. Mus. roy. Hist. nat. Belgique, x,  1-78.